Collective interviewing -the interviewing of multiple suspects simultaneously -has been neglected within the deception detection literature, yet it has the potential to have theoretical and practical implications for professionals involved in citizen security. The current review recaps the importance of lie detection and when collective interviewing can be used, before summarising the collective interviewing deception studies published to date. The published studies show that a lack of interactive and communicative cues, such as posing questions to
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A Review of the Collective Interviewing Approach to Detecting Deception in Pairs
Importance of studying deception detection An understanding of deception (a deliberate attempt to mislead others; DePaulo et al., 2003) and its detection is particularly important in criminal, intelligence and security investigations, as investigators need appropriate fact-finding interview styles to be able to differentiate truth-telling from lying individuals. Accuracy rates for practitioner lie catchers in empirical research are generally low, ranging from 45% to 60% (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Vrij, 2008a) , and such low accuracy rates can be expected given the challenging nature of lie detection. For example, cues to deceit are typically subtle, and liars frequently use countermeasures to appear credible. Also, professional lie catchers make common errors such as examining the wrong cues or placing too much emphasis on nonverbal cues (see Vrij, Granhag & Porter, 2010 for a review of the challenges and errors associated with detecting deceit).
Through realising that cues are subtle, researchers started to develop interview protocols that can assist professionals with the aim of eliciting and magnifying the verbal and nonverbal cues to deception by focussing on the different psychological mental states of truthtellers and liars . The two most extensively examined approaches to date are the 'Strategic Use of Evidence' (SUE) technique and the cognitive lie detection approach (see Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Hartwig, Granhag & Luke, 2014; Vrij, 2015; Vrij, Fisher, Blank, Leal & Mann, in press; Vrij, Leal, Mann, Vernham & Brankaert, 2015, for overviews of this research). In this article, we review one of these new interviewing protocols belonging to the cognitive lie detection approach: Collective interviewing, which is the interviewing of multiple suspects simultaneously. 5 There are several field settings in which collective interviewing would be more suited than interviewing individuals separately, for example, during police stop and searches, at road border controls where cars containing several people are checked, at security checkpoints (e.g., airports), during immigration interviews, or during house to house enquiries. These settings often tend to be intelligence-gathering or security contexts where the focus is on preventing actions that may cause harm, rather than catching groups of individuals who have already caused harm. In such settings, it would be more timely and convenient to interview the group members simultaneously, particularly if there is only one interviewer available.
Although collective interviewing is a new line of research within the deception detection literature, it is already used in practice. For example, in the UK, immigration officers use collective interviewing at one potential stage, when attempting to uncover sham marriages (marriages of convenience whereby the marriage is not genuine; Home Office, 2013) . Also in the UK, police detectives question people in groups when making house to house enquiries. In Canada, customs officers carry out collective interviews at airports because groups are deemed to have 'similar issues'; thus if only one person in the group is examined, this could result in a wasted effort or a missed opportunity (A. Leach, Canadian former customs officer, personal communication, November 12 th 2013).
Collective interviewing provides a different insight into deception compared with interviewing individuals separately. Collective interviewing will determine deception at an individual level as well as at a social level, and the latter enables new cues to deceit to be identified from the group that cannot be explored in individuals, e.g., cues stemming from individuals communicating and interacting with one another. Consequently, the approach will enable new interview techniques to be explored that allows for deception detection when two or more individuals are interviewed together about the same event. Additionally, group interviewing compliments memory research, which focuses on collaborative learning and 6 remembering, as well as research into group processes, which focuses on group formation and leadership. Hence, a collective approach allows for alternative theories and concepts to be applied to deception that cannot be applied when interviewing only individuals, such as transactive memory (Wegner, 1987) , collective memory (Barnier & Sutton, 2008) , dominance (Rogers-Millar & Millar, 1979) , and group dynamics (Arrow, McGrath & Berdahl, 2000) . To date, all collective interviewing deception studies have been based on memory theory, with none of them considering group dynamics. We therefore discuss the group dynamics literature relevant for collective interviewing in the 'future research' section.
Theoretical underpinnings behind a collective approach: Memory processes
It is widely acknowledged that memory plays an important role in deception (Sporer & Schwandt, 2006; Verschuere, Ben-Shakhar & Meijer, 2011; Walczyk, Igou, Dixon & Tcholakian, 2013) , and that the act of remembering is, at least in part, influenced by social dynamics (Halbwachs, 1992; Hirst & Rajaram, 2014) . Previously, memory literature has focused on individual memory, ignoring the significance of collective memory whereby groups of individuals share, remember, and recall memories together (also referred to as social memory or collaborative remembering). However, the benefits of collective memory are now being emphasised. For example, Pociask and Rajaram (2014) found that participants were more likely to solve assigned problems associated with material they had studied if they were working collaboratively compared to individually. Additionally, there are three cognitive processes that aid collaborative recall: Re-exposure (hearing another group member recall information that they themselves had forgotten), cross-cueing (hearing another group member recall information that reminds them of additional information), and error-pruning (where feedback from other members of the group create discussions that make people realise their recall errors) (Blumen and Stern, 2011; Rajaram, 2011; Ross, Blatz & Schryer, 2008 ).
These cognitive processes cannot occur when recall occurs individually.
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Collective interviewing coincides with this memory research which is increasingly focusing on collective memory and collaborative recall. Given that research suggests that group collaboration can aid memory through re-exposure, cross-cueing, and error-pruning, it is not surprising that deception studies using collective interviewing have found that communicative and interactive cues between group members occur more frequently in truthtellers who are actually recalling a joint experienced event compared to liars who are fabricating an event (e.g., Driskell, Salas & Driskell, 2012; . As our understanding of collective memory improves so will our understanding of how groups recall information together when being truthful. That is, if more is known about how truthful group members share and recall information together, more
can be learnt about how they differ from group members who are fabricating shared events and attempting to deceive the recipient(s). Consequently, investigators can employ specific interview strategies that aid the remembering of truth-tellers but disrupt the recall of information from liars. Hollingshead & Brandon, 2003) . This leads to a transactive memory systemreferring to the interactions occurring within the individuals of the group and the processes developed to update shared memories -that is greater than the total of both the individual memories (Wegner, 1987; Wegner, Erber & Raymond, 1991; Wegner, Giuliano & Hertel, 1985) .
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A transactive memory system is active at all three stages of memory formation and recall; (1) when information is encoded regarding a shared experience, responsibility for remembering the information is divided and shared between the members of the pair (e.g., through instructions, such as "Zagor, remember this phone number", or through negotiation, such as "Don't you think you are better at remembering this sort of information than I am?") (Hollingshead & Brandon, 2003) ; (2) (Wegner et al., 1991) ; and (3) retrieval of information is social and interactive as the individuals within the pair communicate considerably with one another to retrieve as much information as possible (e.g., by posing questions to one another). Hollingshead (1998) questions to one another, reminding one another of further details, correcting each other, and adding information to each other's accounts) (Driskell et al., 2012; .
Pairs or groups of individuals who are (partially) inventing shared events will need to deceive investigators. For lying groups to be able to do this, they need to illustrate the same pattern of responses as the truth-telling groups. This will be difficult to do without a shared memory system for encoding, storing and retrieving information. Indeed, deceptive 9 communication is characterised by the absence of social and interactive behaviours (Driskell et al., 2012; . Instead, lying pairs rely on their individual processes, which means that each member needs to rely on their individual cognitive ability to create a story that makes sense
and matches with what the other individual in their pair has said (Hintz, 1990) . Consequently, they exhibit fewer interactions (Driskell et al., 2012; , and, due to the misconceptions held by people with regard to which cues imply deceit, they will actually avoid behaviours displayed by truth-tellers, such as correcting and interrupting one another and posing questions to one another, through fear that these behaviours will make them appear guilty (Vrij, 2008a) . Truth-tellers will not avoid such behaviours because they believe the truth will shine through ('illusion of transparency'; Gilovich, Savitsky & Medvec, 1998) .
To summarise, two people recalling a jointly experienced event will do so in a different manner than two people who are attempting to recall a fabricated event.
Consequently, an understanding of the ways in which groups recall shared events together is vital to enhancing our understanding of joint memory recall and subsequently group deceit.
That is, not only should the focus be on the information that is reported, but also on how group members interact with each other when reporting that information.
Collective interviewing studies: What do we know so far?
To date, seven studies have been published that have applied a collective interviewing approach to the detection of deception (see Table 1 for an overview of these studies and findings). These studies examined deception in different contexts (see Table 1 ) and examined different verbal and nonverbal communication cues (see Table 1 ). In one study, a novel interview procedure was introduced -forced turn-taking -and when this was implemented, liars found it more challenging to cope with than truth-tellers. Driskell et al. (2012) used 26 pairs of police officers or fire-fighters who knew each other well because they had previously worked together as partners in real life. Pairs of truthtellers were asked to describe a recent event that they had jointly participated in. Pairs of liars were instructed to fabricate a story that did not actually take place, but that involved them doing something together. All participants had a moment to decide what event they would discuss. The theory of transactive memory was applied and it was found that pairs of truthtellers illustrated more synchrony in social behaviours (i.e. co-occurrence of behaviours, e.g., mutual eye gaze) and exhibited more interactions (e.g., verbal transitions whereby one person's speech immediately follows the other person's speech) than pairs of liars. This study used real-life events that were relevant to the pairs of participants; hence increasing ecological validity. However, in this study, ground truth could not be established, which makes it difficult to measure whether the liars definitely lied and the truth-tellers definitely told the truth.
In , 21 pairs of truth-tellers went out for lunch in a nearby restaurant, whereas 22 pairs of liars were asked to steal £10 from an office. On returning to the laboratory, truth-tellers were informed about the stolen money and told that they were going to be interviewed about their whereabouts at the time the money was taken, and that they should tell the truth about their time in the restaurant. In contrast, liars were told that they were going to be interviewed about their activities but that they were not to admit to having taken the money. Instead, they were instructed to prepare an alibi about having gone to a nearby restaurant together for lunch. All pairs were given as much time as they needed to prepare for the interview and were not informed that they would be interviewed together. It was found that pairs of truth-tellers interrupted and corrected each other more than pairs of liars, as well as adding more information to each other's accounts in comparison to pairs of liars.
11 ) used Vrij et al.'s (2012 data-set, but examined participants' eye contact. They found that pairs of liars tended to make more eye contact with the interviewer than pairs of truth-tellers, whereas pairs of truth-tellers looked more at each other than pairs of liars. The studies by and used artificial tasks in which ground truth was established. However, there was a lack of ecological validity.
In , 24 pairs of truth-tellers completed a mission whereby they undertook a 'Visit a Park' campaign, whilst 23 pairs of liars completed a mission whereby they undertook an 'Animal Rights' campaign. The task for all pairs was to convince an interviewer that they had completed the 'Visit a Park' campaign. All pairs were given as much time as they required to prepare for the interview and were not informed whether they would be interviewed separately or together. In the interview, the pairs were asked to illustrate on a timeline how long each aspect of their campaign had taken. They were instructed to work together to indicate exactly what they had done and at what times. It was found that, compared to lying pairs, truth-telling pairs posed more questions to one another whilst completing the timeline task, which provides support for the theory of transactive memory. The authors demonstrated that 71% of truth-tellers and 87% of liars could be classified correctly on the basis of this task. However, these accuracy rates need to be interpreted with caution because they were based on group means rather than on predetermined cut-off points. This means that the number of questions that need to be posed for each individual pair to be classified as a truth-telling pair cannot be predicted and determined on the basis of this study. In real-life, investigators would need this information.
In , 24 real (truth-telling) and 22 pretend (lying) couples were interviewed in their pairs with the task of convincing an interviewer that they were a bona fide couple. Truth-telling couples were actually in a 12 relationship for at least one year and were now living together. Lying couples were friends who had never been in a relationship or lived together. The study implemented a forced turntaking technique as a way of imposing cognitive load (see Vrij, Fisher, Mann & Leal, 2006; Vrij, Granhag, Mann & Leal, 2011; Vrij et al., 2008 for articles on the benefits of imposing cognitive load to detect deceit). The turn-taking technique involves the interviewer stating which of the two interviewees is to answer the question and then intervening every 20
seconds by stopping whichever of the interviewees is responding and asking the other interviewee in the pair to continue from the point at which their partner was stopped. It was found that when forced turn-taking was employed, truth-telling pairs were significantly more able to continue on from one another, whereas lying pairs were significantly more likely to
wait and repeat what their partner last said before continuing. In a subsequent lie detection study laypersons were informed about these three turn-taking cues (continuations, repetitions, waiting), and it improved their ability to accurately detect deceit considerably (accuracy rates ranged from 79%-92% for truth-tellers and 73%-86% for liars across all three variables when observers who read the transcripts of these interviews were asked to pay attention to these cues). These accuracy rates obtained are amongst the highest obtained in verbal lie detection research. used the same data-set as , but examined how couples share cognition and 'think together' when discussing their relationship, a previous memorable day they had together, and a recent holiday they went on together. Therefore, the variables measured in this study aimed to reflect the fact that truthtelling couples should have a transactive memory system, whereas lying couples should not.
The main findings were that truth-telling couples posed questions to one another, provided cues to one another (e.g., one pair member saying; "We watched something but I can't remember the name of it now", and the other pair member responding with; "The thing we 13 were watching was a soap called Chalkhill Lives", which results in the first pair member replying; "Oh yeah, I remember now"), handed over remembering responsibility (e.g., one
pair member saying to their partner; "You remember this better than me, why don't you explain it") and finished each other's sentences significantly more than lying pairs. Finishing each other's sentences in particular was a diagnostic cue to veracity with 83% of truth-tellers and 91% of liars being correctly classified based on the group means. Support was obtained for the theory of transactive memory.
The studies by and show the potential of a collective interviewing approach in the detection of sham marriages and illegal immigration, which is high up on the political agenda in various countries. However, it is important to acknowledge that truth-telling pairs always told a story about their real romantic relationship, whereas lying pairs always told a false story about a fictitious romantic relationship. This means that not only did veracity differ between the two conditions, but so did relationship status. Consequently, it could be argued that the findings obtained were due to truth-telling pairs having more experience of communicating shared events with one another than the lying pairs. However, the relationship length of the truthtelling pairs and the friendship length and closeness of the lying pairs were not associated with the occurrence of any of the dependent variables. Hence, it would seem that it was veracity that influenced the emergence of each of the cues (see Table 1 ).
Finally, in , 25 truth-telling pairs completed non-criminal activities together, whereas 25 lying pairs were separated so that one liar did the non-criminal activities alone and the other liar completed a criminal task alone. All pairs then had to convince an investigator that they had both completed the non-criminal activities together by typing up a collective statement. The verifiability approach (Nahari, Vrij & Fisher, 2014) to lie detection was applied and it was found that truth-telling pairs, in comparison to lying pairs, 14 provided significantly more details that could be verified to demonstrate they had completed activities together (e.g., "We went in the central library and asked a librarian where we could find the book we wanted"). Based on group means regarding this cue, 80% of truth-tellers and 96% of liars could be correctly classified. Whilst the verifiability approach has been shown to significantly differentiate truth-tellers from liars, this approach cannot be applied to historical cases or cases whereby innocent people cannot provide verifiable details. Nevertheless, the latter is increasingly unlikely to be an issue because nowadays a person's location can be traced by their mobile phone, social networking accounts, etc.
It is important to note that all seven collective interviewing studies conducted to date have involved dyads. However, research into collective interviewing is still in the very early stages and therefore smaller groups (i.e. pairs) are a good starting point for demonstrating the benefit of a collective approach in the detection of deception. Additionally, the most common number of individuals involved in a co-offending group has been found to be two (Hodgson & Costello, 2006) , and therefore an understanding of the deceit occurring within pairs and how to detect it is particularly applicable to the real world. Nevertheless, future studies should consider the effects of interviewing larger groups collectively on the emergence of cues to deceit.
To summarise, despite the minor procedural issues with each of the collective interviewing studies, they do all demonstrate the clear potential for using collective interviewing to detect deceit. The cues found to distinguish truth-tellers from liars (see Table   1 ) cannot be measured when individuals are interviewed separately. All the collective interviewing studies conducted support collective memory and the notion that collaboration can aid recall. Consequently, there is the potential for collective interviewing to actually enhance memory recall from truth-telling groups, but not from lying groups. there is more possibility that researchers will be able to design interventions that exploit these different mind-sets of truth-tellers and liars, which may elicit new, or enhance existing, cues to deceit . Finally, in some contexts, such as immigration interviews or alibi witness scenarios, it would be more timely and convenient to interview group members together at the same time.
Despite the clear potential of collective interviewing, there are also some limitations, especially when we consider memory and the effects of recalling information together. For 16 example, human memory is susceptible to misinformation from a variety of sources, particularly other people (Loftus, 2005) and consequently collective interviewing may lead to memory contamination whereby one group member causes other group members to remember information incorrectly (Gabbert, Memon & Allan, 2003) . Additionally, whilst studies tend to show that collaborative groups (group members recalling information together) recall significantly more information than individuals (each group member recalling information alone), the studies show that nominal groups (pooled individuals whereby the group members recall information individually, but details are summed so that any duplicate details are removed) recall significantly more information than collaborative groups due to collaborative inhibition (the effect that occurs when a group of people working together remember and recall more than any one individual but recall less than their predicted potential) (Basden, Basden, Bryner & Thomas, 1997 , Weldon & Bellinger, 1997 . This collaborative inhibition is believed to be a result of retrieval disruption (e.g., each individuals' organisation of the material is interrupted by the way the other group members recall the information) and retrieval inhibition (e.g., other peoples non-cue words supress memory representations making them unavailable to retrieve) (Barber, Harris & Rajaram, 2014) . Although this collaborative inhibition needs to be considered when interviewing collectively, it is important to remember that group collaboration can also aid memory and therefore diminish any effects of collaborative inhibition (e.g., re-exposure, cross-cueing, and error-pruning).
Although it would seem that an understanding of group deceit through collective interviewing has benefits for practice, it is important to note that we do not think that collective interviewing should replace individual interviewing. Instead, we think that collective interviewing can be employed as an additional approach to individual interviewing.
For example, the collective interview could be used in isolation whereby if the group raises suspicion in a collective interview, investigators could take the required actions they would 17 normally take after interviewing individuals who raise suspicion (e.g., calling for assistance, collecting further evidence). Moreover, collective interviewing could act as an initial screening process to determine whether suspects then need to be interviewed individually.
The opposite route could also be employed: If individual interviews with group members raise suspicion, they then could be interviewed collectively. Future research should determine not only when a combination of individual and collective interviewing is desirable, but should also examine the most efficient sequence in which collective and individual interviewing should be conducted (i.e. should the collective interview or the individual interview be conducted first? Or is this dependent on the context in which it is being applied?).
Future research into collective interviewing: Group dynamics
There are a number of promising future research opportunities within the area of collective interviewing to detect deceit. For this, it is important to discuss the theory behind group dynamics and how this could aid the understanding of how to detect deceit within groups. When applying a collective approach to the detection of deception, the group dynamics and how each of the group members bond and work together (labelled group formation; Arrow et al., 2000) are imperative for the group to succeed. Groups often form a structure with each member having a different role and being of a different status. Roles facilitate group functioning, and when these roles are inflexible or clouded, this can be detrimental to the group (Gersick & Hackman, 1990) . As discussed previously, detecting deception studies that have involved interviewing groups together demonstrate the importance of interaction and communication cues. Group roles influence how group members behave and communicate with one another; thus these roles are likely to influence the interaction and communication cues that arise from within that group.
Group roles are not equal and therefore individuals of a higher status (i.e. leaders who are deemed to be more knowledgeable and able to initiate the ideas and activities adopted by 18 the group) will be more valued and respected than individuals who are of a lower or equal status (Chemers, 2001; Hollander, 1985) . For example, individuals are typically reluctant to express disagreement with their group leaders in a group discussion, but are more willing to express disagreement with those group members who are not superior to themselves (Chemers, 2001; Hollander, 1985) . In group discussions this could result in a systematic pattern of agreeing and disagreeing with fellow group members. If this is then examined within a collective interviewing context to detect deceit, 'agreement' and 'disagreement' could be measured as a function of the role or status within the group. As was previously mentioned in the memory processes section, lying group members tend to disagree less with each other, than truth-telling group members, as they believe that disagreements will come across as suspicious. It is therefore expected that low status individuals within a truth-telling group and low status individuals within a lying group will not differ from one another as both will tend to agree with the other group members. However, they will do this for different reasons: Liars will not disagree because they think this will put them under suspicion, whereas truth-tellers know their role within the group so will not disagree with higher status group members. Conversely, it is expected that high status truth-tellers and high status liars will differ from one another. That is, high status individuals within a truth-telling group will not be scared to disagree with other group members, whereas high status individuals within a lying group will not disagree with other group members through fear that this will look suspicious. Consequently, communication cues in the form of agreements and disagreements should theoretically differ depending on the veracity of the group when group members differ in status.
Aside from group status, the degree of dependence upon a group could potentially influence the outcomes. For example, individualistic cultures, such as Australia, New
Zealand, Western Europe and the USA, are independent cultures with self-reliance being 19 greatly emphasised. Individuals of such cultures focus on identifying more with the self so that their own needs are satisfied before those of the group. Conversely, collectivistic cultures, such as India, Japan and Korea, are interdependent cultures so that the well-being of each individual is related to the success of the group. Emphasis is put on group loyalty and conformity, with the self-identity of each individual developing from the relationships and interconnectedness between all group members (Hofstede, 1980 (Hofstede, , 2001 Hui, 1988) .
Participants in the collective interviewing studies mentioned in this review are primarily from the UK and USA, therefore of an individualistic culture. Someone could argue that findings from collective interviewing studies in a collectivistic culture may be stronger in terms of the behaviours they show for protecting the group because supporting the group is more important in such cultures, and therefore the focus of all groups members will be on preventing any lies from being unveiled. Thus, the communicative and interactive cues to deceit that emerge from groups supporting collectivism may be more prevalent and detectable compared to the communicative and interactive cues shown to be indicative of deceit in groups supporting individualism.
Another concept to consider is group cohesiveness, which explores the properties of a group that effectively bind them together to give the group a sense of solidarity (Festinger, 1950) . One way of exploring this notion of cohesiveness during collective interviewing is to consider what would happen to the cohesiveness of the group if a group member "slips up" during the interview. One would expect there to be a veracity effect because if the group are concealing information, then the rest of the group may perceive this individual as behaving differently to the rest and not satisfying the group goals or standards. The group may see this as a threat to cohesiveness and therefore a threat to their group's credibility. Subsequently, they may respond in a way that restores the group cohesiveness. For example, they may start to support the individual who slipped up, or find a way of explaining the information that this 20 individual has provided. In that way, the group restores solidarity and motivates all group members, including the individual who slipped up, to act on behalf of the group. This type of response may not arise in a group whose members are not concealing information, because non-concealing group members are likely to be less concerned about their group cohesiveness during the interview and may be more willing to correct or disagree with other group members.
To summarise, psychological theories associated with group dynamics have not yet been applied to deception and deception detection, therefore we can only speculate about the effect of group dynamics on cues to deceit. However, we believe that group dynamics can be important in understanding communication in collective interviewing and may result in the elicitation of cues to deceit. Future collective interviewing studies should not only explore deception detection in terms of memory or group dynamics, but should also consider a combination of them both. A clearer understanding of memory and the social processes surrounding groups could enable the identification of diagnostic cues to deceit that emerge when two or more interviewees are interviewed simultaneously, and could aid in the development of interview protocols that elicit or enhance such cues.
Additional future research ideas into collective interviewing
In the previous section about group dynamics we mentioned numerous ideas for future research. We believe that more important studies are required to get a more complete picture of collective interviewing in relation to deception which fall outside the group dynamics domain. These ideas are discussed in this section. First, future studies should consider alternative contexts or scenarios in which collective interviewing could be applied, for example, insurance claims (e.g., couples making a fire insurance claim on their house), the use of an informant (e.g., police putting an informant within a group to secretly gather information), security equipment (e.g., using CCTV to spot interactive behaviours between 21 group members indicative of those with malicious intent), and house to house enquiries (e.g., interviewing whole families together about a nearby crime that they may or may not have witnessed). The more contexts which demonstrate how collective interviewing can succeed in differentiating liars from truth-tellers, the more law enforcement and other agencies will believe in its utility and practical value.
Second, the collective interviewing studies conducted so far differed in that in some studies the pairs were informed that they were going to be interviewed collectively (e.g., , whereas this was not the case in other studies (e.g., . In future experiments, it could be manipulated whether or not group members are informed of how they will be interviewed. We expect that informing groups of liars that they will be interviewed collectively will make them develop individual deceptive strategies that focus on the fabricated story and on how they should behave in order to appear convincing (e.g., sitting still, avoiding stuttering). It is interesting to examine whether it will occur to them to discuss how they should communicate and interact with each other (e.g., adding information to each other's stories, looking at one another), and whether they could do this in such a way that they appear as truth-tellers. Since the collective interviewing studies in which group members knew they were going to be interviewed together (e.g., resulted in similar cues to deceit as those obtained in other collective interviewing studies whereby group members did not know they were going to be interviewed together (e.g., , we expect communication cues to deception to also occur if groups know that they will be interviewed together.
Third, deception studies with individuals have shown that methods to elicit additional information, such as requesting someone to report the event in reverse order or using a model statement of a detailed answer, encourages truth-tellers more than liars to provide plausible additional information (Leal, Vrij, Warmelink, Vernham & Fisher, 2015; Vrij, 2015; Vrij, et 22 al., in press). Truth-tellers almost never report all they know in an initial free recall so there is plenty of opportunity for them to elaborate when methods to elicit additional information are implemented (Vrij, Hope & Fisher, 2014) . In contrast, liars prepare answers to questions and are more likely to report all they have prepared during the initial free recall (e.g., Shaw, Vrij, Mann, Leal & Hillman, 2013; , and therefore cannot elaborate when additional questions are asked. Furthermore, liars may lack the imagination to report more details or may be reluctant to report more details through fear that they will give away possible leads to investigators (Vrij, 2015; Vrij et al., in press ). Someone could argue that the techniques encouraging interviewees to say more will be even more effective in eliciting cues to deceit in collective interviews than in individual interviews, because truth-telling groups could use various shared memory processes (as discussed above)
to come up with the additional information.
Conclusion
The current review demonstrates that collective interviewing, whereby two or more people are interviewed together at the same time, has potential for detecting deceit. Studies have demonstrated that a collective interviewing approach allows for cues to deceit to emerge that cannot emerge when interviewing individuals, e.g., communicative and interactive cues, such as posing questions to one another, correcting and interrupting one another, and looking at each other. To improve our understanding of the deception occurring within groups and to facilitate lie detection in such groups, future studies need to enhance our understanding of memory and group dynamic theories in collective interviews and to apply this understanding to deception. 
